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INTRODUCTION

In a spare room with light pink walls and a single bare lightbulb, a man paints a portrait.
The more one looks at the scene the stranger it seems. The dark pink curtains frame the room in a
way reminiscent of the sumptuous curtains in a Vermeer painting. Here they make the room
seem stuffy and dark, nearly enveloping the small triangle of daylight that peeks out of the
window under the almost completely drawn green shade. The man holds a paintbrush in his
massive right hand and a cigarette in his equally large left hand, a tendril of smoke dividing the
painter from his canvas. He wears a white kid glove on his left hand, which blends almost
seamlessly into the white hood that obscures the appearance of the painter. The painting
provokes many questions, some more frivolous than others. How does the hooded figure smoke
through his hood? The painting overall provokes more existential questions. Who is the painter
in this scene? What is his motivation to depict his hooded visage? The mystery in the picture is
enhanced by its flattened formal construction, which reminds one of the pittura metafisica of
Giorgio de Chirico. The objects depicted press upon the viewer with a commanding presence.
The elements in the foreground such as the paint cans, palette, and brushes are flat and
geometric, and the hooded person at his easel commands most of the visual field. The opposite
wall of the studio is a pink field with a clock for a sun; there is no middle ground to articulate
realistic three-dimensional space within the picture plane. It makes one wonder what sort of
world the artist is inviting the world to see.
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This space depicted in The Studio, 1969, is the world that Philip Guston painted in the
last decade of his career [Figure 1]. Before that time, Guston was most well-known for his
membership in the New York School of abstract painting. Around 1968 he drastically changed
his style of painting and began to fill his large canvases with cartoonish figures, empty
cityscapes, disembodied limbs, and everyday objects. This new visual vocabulary initially
focused on the activities of Klansmen — characters in patchwork hoods with slits for eyes doing
mundane things such as driving around the city, having conversations, and painting. The
Klansmen disappeared from his oeuvre a few years after Guston introduced them in 1968, filling
this pink flatland with other strange motifs. The Klansmen, however, remain some of the most
memorable and controversial of Guston’s subject matter, and they are at the heart of a current
debate in the art world over representation and race.
The Studio is one of the works included in the upcoming exhibition, Philip Guston Now,
which will tour the National Gallery of Art, the Museum of Fine Arts Boston, the Tate Modern
in London, and the Museum of Fine Arts Houston. It will be one of the largest retrospectives of
the artist’s work in over a decade. Although delayed by the COVID-19 pandemic, the exhibition
became a controversy in the art world when the directors of the museums hosting the exhibition
announced that the show would be postponed even further to allow for more time to properly
contextualize racial imagery present in Guston’s work. The decision was universally panned,
with most of the criticism directed at the National Gallery of Art. In this period between the
postponement of Philip Guston Now and its actual opening, the show is temporarily out of the
public eye. Other than the catalogue of the exhibition, no scholarly analysis of the exhibition or
its controversy exists. In the first chapter of this thesis, I analyze the reasons for and against the
postponement and determine what the stakes of the debate are and whether the stated objectives
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of the delay are likely to be achieved. The controversy over the exhibition has less to do with the
works of Guston and more to do with larger political issues currently facing cultural institutions.
In the second chapter I review the literature on Guston and the Klansmen, comparing it to what
Guston says about his own work. In the last chapter I construct a framework for thinking about
artistic intent and argue how both sides of the argument misconstrue Guston’s artistic intentions
with his Klansmen.

3

CHAPTER ONE
Philip Guston Now or Later: Understanding the Controversy around the Exhibition

It is an incredible understatement to say that the year 2020 was unusual. The COVID-19
pandemic radically disrupted all aspects of everyday life, and the cultural sector was not spared
from the effects of the pandemic. As museums across the world were forced to close due to the
pandemic, their exhibition schedules needed to be revised and postponed. The organizers of
Philip Guston Now were singular, because they announced a further delay for reasons not
directly related to the pandemic. In order to best analyze the controversy around this
postponement, let us first establish a chronology and define the sides of the argument.

Just the Facts
In September 2020, the National Gallery of Art announced in a press release that the
exhibition Philip Guston Now would be postponed until 2024. The press release explains that the
show will not open “until a time at which we think that the powerful message of social justice
that is at the center of Philip Guston’s work can be more clearly interpreted.”1 Although not
stated explicitly, the “message of social justice” and the reason for the postponement both lie in
the imagery of the last decade of Guston’s career. One unfamiliar with Guston’s work may be
under the incorrect impression that all Guston did was depict Klansmen in his paintings. The
Klansmen only appear in a brief period, approximately from 1968 to 1974. Of all 195 works

Kaywin Feldman et al., “Statement from the Directors,” National Gallery of Art,
https://www.nga.gov/press/exh/5235.html, accessed September 21, 2020.
1
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expected to be in the exhibition, only 24 of those depict Klansmen, which is about 12 percent of
the works exhibited.2 In Guston’s paintings the Klansmen walk around vast, empty cities in
threadbare robes with just slits for eyes. Prominent works of this period include The Studio and
City Limits, both 1969 [Figure 2]. Both the institutions that postponed the exhibition and the
critics who condemned the postponement justify their arguments by interpretations of these
characters and their cultural importance.
In interviews after the postponement was announced, Kaywin Feldman, Director of the
National Gallery of Art since 2019, elaborated on the gallery’s decision. First, she argues that the
Klansmen are appropriated images of Black trauma in Guston’s work, which need to be more
properly contextualized in the upcoming exhibition.3 In an interview after she announced the
postponement, Feldman had this to say about the Klansmen:
Absolutely, Guston has modern relevance, he had anti-racist views, and he used his Klan
imagery subversively to examine racism and evil. But we also need to honor the response
of viewers and recognize that those are triggering images. Regardless of the artist’s
intentions, the symbol of the Klansman is a symbol of racial terrorism that has been
enacted on the bodies and minds of Black and brown people from our country’s
founding. The argument of just, tell them what to think – it doesn’t work when it comes
to Klan imagery.4
Feldman makes two points in this statement that almost seem contradictory. First, she defends
Guston’s moral integrity, asserting that he does not hold racist views, and uses the imagery
towards an anti-racist rhetoric. At the same time Feldman says that the Klan imagery is
triggering and the exhibition team should re-evaluate its inclusion. The Klansmen are neither the

Julia Jacobs and Jason Farago, “The Delay of a Retrospective Has Divided the Art World,” New York Times,
September 26, 2020, C1.
2

Cecilia Lu, “Museum Culpability & Why Philip Guston Can Wait,” Cornell Sun, October 8, 2020.
https://cornellsun.com/2020/10/08/lu-museum-culpability-why-philip-guston-can-wait/.
3

Julia Halperin, “Why Did the National Gallery Postpone Its Guston Show? The Museum’s Director Says the
Public Doesn’t Need a White Artist to Explain Racism Right Now,” artnet news, October 6, 2020.
https://news.artnet.com/art-world/kaywin-feldman-philip-guston-interview-1913483.
4
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focus of the exhibition Philip Guston Now nor comprise the majority of Guston’s body of work.
Nevertheless, Feldman and the other directors determined that the Klansmen were too important
of an element in the exhibition not to be addressed.
A second reason that Feldman gave for the postponement of the exhibition was that the
exhibition team, insufficiently incorporated the views of Black people. This exhibition took over
five years to plan and involved a large curatorial team to execute. This curatorial team across
four museums, however, did not include a single person of color.5 In statements Feldman
acknowledges that staff raised concerns internally about the lack of diversity in the group
organizing the exhibition and about the racially sensitive content in the exhibition. Feldman
plans to hire an additional curator that is a person of color to help retool the exhibition to include
more diverse perspectives. Shortly after the postponement was announced Feldman also hired
Mikka Gee Conway as the National Gallery of Art’s first Chief Diversity, Inclusion, and
Belonging Officer.
The art world’s response to this decision was incredibly negative, and dissatisfaction with
the museum directors found its strongest voice in an open letter published by the Brooklyn Rail
on September 30th. The letter included a quote from the artist’s daughter, Musa Mayer, and the
signatures of hundreds of prominent members of the fine art community. The letter accused the
directors of failing in their institutions’ mandates to educate the public and for their inability to
understand or appreciate the nuance present in Guston’s work. “These institutions,” says the
letter, “thus publicly acknowledge their longstanding failure to have educated, integrated, and
prepared themselves to meet the challenge of the renewed pressure for racial justice that has

5

Peggy McGlone & Sebastian Smee, “For American art museums, crisis upon crisis,” The Washington Post,
October 13, 2020, A1.
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developed over the past five years.6” In the eyes of the letter signatories the decision to postpone
the exhibition amounts to forfeiture of their mission to educate the public. According to the
Brooklyn Rail the museums acknowledge that they did not do enough to properly contextualize
the works, and instead of trusting the public to wrestle with the imagery for themselves, they
decided the best thing to do was to delay the show:
And [the directors] realize that to remind museum-goers of white supremacy today is not
only to speak to them about the past, or events somewhere else. It is also to raise
uncomfortable questions about museums themselves – about their class and racial
foundation. For this reason, perhaps, those who run the museums feel the ground giving
way beneath their feet.”7
To the Brooklyn Rail, the benefit of exhibiting work with a social justice context critical of the
institution in which it is exhibited is outweighed by the concerns that the museum may have
about itself and its own image.
Newspapers of record such as The New York Times and The Washington Post began to
report on the controversy in late September and to share their disagreement in their opinion
pages. Jason Farago of The New York Times called the decision to postpone the exhibition an
example of censorship and a failure of the museum to fulfill its mission. “This is a
precancellation:” he writes, “a case of institutions running scared from a phantasm, recoiling
from their missions, assuming that their public is too clueless to look and think… Really, a
museum unequipped to exhibit Guston is barely a museum at all, or else only a museum in the
most derogatory sense: a dusty storehouse of old dead things.”8 Sebastian Smee of the

The Brooklyn Rail, “Open Letter: On Philip Guston Now,” The Brooklyn Rail, first published September 30, 2020,
https://brooklynrail.org/projects/on-philip-guston-now/#critical-responses .
6
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Jason Farago, “The Philip Guston Show Should Be Reinstated,” New York Times, September 30, 2020,
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Washington Post had similar words for the exhibition. He finds the postponement of the
exhibition irresponsible and the decision inconsistent with the content of the show. Currently our
only insight into the exhibition is the exhibition’s catalogue, which was published in the fall of
2020. Smee notes that while the statement by the directors indicated anxiety about the lack of
diversity in perspectives, this was not the case in the exhibition catalogue. The catalogue features
several short essays and meditations on Guston’s work by prominent artists of color such as
Glenn Ligon and Trenton Doyle Hancock.9 Although the exhibition may be imperfect, certainly
the catalogue evinces thoughtful consideration of other perspectives.
Surprisingly, the decision to postpone the exhibition appears not to be a unanimous
decision by the exhibition’s organizers. One of the curators of the exhibition, Mark Godfrey of
the Tate Modern, took to social media to criticize the postponement of Philip Guston Now,
calling the decision patronizing.10 The Tate Modern suspended Godfrey from his position in
October 2020 for this statement. He resigned in March 2021. After such heated coverage in late
September and through October, the National Gallery of Art and the other organizing institutions
quietly announced that the exhibition tour would begin sooner after all, with the first leg opening
at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts in May 2022.11 It is unclear whether the museums were
responding to the outpouring of negative press or simply found that they were able to move up
the exhibition schedule for other reasons.
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Another important fact to consider when analyzing the controversy surrounding the
Philip Guston Now exhibition is that the public outrage that the National Gallery of Art
anticipated never materialized. Guston first exhibited paintings with the Klansmen at
Marlborough Gallery in 1970, and they have been exhibited and discussed frequently since then
with no objections to their inclusion. The last major retrospective of Guston also included
Klansmen and toured four major cities between 2003 and 2004.12 Hauser + Wirth, the gallery
which represents the Guston estate, organized an exhibition of works on paper that included the
Klansmen at their Los Angeles gallery in the fall of 2020, the exact same moment that the NGA
announced the postponement. The show was well received by critics, and there were no protests
or public outcry over the exhibition. In the fall of 2021 Hauser + Wirth organized an exhibition
in New York of paintings Guston made in the last decade of his life. The exhibition was divided
into two spaces, with paintings of the Klansmen in the front gallery and other paintings from the
last decade of his life in the back gallery. By placing the Klansmen paintings in the front gallery
where they could be seen from the street, the gallery asserted the importance and necessary
visibility of these works. Once again, the Klansmen were well received by the art-going public
and well-reviewed.

The Museum and Its Discontents
The COVID-19 pandemic and the material changes it brought to American life must be
considered when analyzing the controversy over Philip Guston Now. The pandemic caused
unrest in the US labor market. While most of this unrest has been recently reported in strike
action and logistics disruptions, the pandemic added urgency for workers in the cultural sector to
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address issues in the institutions in which they worked. In a recent interview on the Ezra Klein
show, labor journalist Sara Jaffee discusses current labor unrest in the United States with Rogé
Karma. They agree that the pandemic is a crisis moment in a time where labor is already in a
crisis state.13 Even before the pandemic, neoliberal capitalism has relied on disruptive
technological innovation for growth. This disruptive innovation, however, is not caused by
increased automation. Rather, production depends upon demanding more time, effort, and
emotional labor from workers. Jaffe observes employers also pressure workers to adopt a “do
what you love” mentality to their work. Employers expect workers to enthusiastically take on
additional hours, take on extra responsibilities and put in more emotional labor, because workers
derive a sense of purpose from their work. Employers play into these expectations by marketing
themselves as changemakers who are making the world a better place. The pandemic, however,
reveals the limits of employers to deliver on the sense of fulfilment they promise to employees.
Jaffe cites the current “Great Resignation” — the name given to the increasing trend of
employees quitting their jobs and looking for work elsewhere, sometimes in completely different
sectors — as an example of the increased pressure on workers reaching a breaking point.
Employees realize that they do not want to go back to the conditions of employment that they
experienced before the pandemic, and with fewer people working in these jobs, those who
continue to work are in turn feeling increased pressure to pick up the slack. This gap between
expectation and reality leads to a special type of burnout that Karma likens to moral injury.
When the employee does not feel like their job provides an outlet for their sense of self-worth,
what is the point of staying or complying with employee mandates, especially as conditions at
work become ever more demanding?

Sarah Jaffe, “The Case Against Loving Your Job,” interview with Rogé Karma, The Ezra Klein Show, November
19, 2021, podcast, 1:24:22, https://www.nytimes.com/2021/11/19/opinion/ezra-klein-podcast-sarah-jaffe.html.
13
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Museums and their employees felt the increased economic pressure of the COVID-19
pandemic. It forced museums to close across the globe. Facing financial strain many museums
took unpopular measures such as furloughing and cutting staff, de-funding programs, and
deaccessioning works to ensure the financial health of their institutions. The nation also
witnessed an outpouring of anger against police brutality and racial violence after George Floyd
was killed by Minneapolis Police in the summer of 2020. In response museums felt pressure to
declare their political alignment and take an activist stance. Over the summer of 2020 museums
released statements in support of the Black Lives Matter movement, including The New Orleans
Museum of Art, the San Francisco Museum of Art, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, the
Museum of Contemporary Art Detroit, The Whitney, The Getty, LACMA, and The
Guggenheim.14 While museums may release statements in support of racial and social equality,
they are hardly bastions of equality. This is due in no small part to their structure. As non-profits
that rely on the donations of wealthy donors and board members, they are incredibly hierarchical
institutions where a few staff members at the top are paid very well and many employees
underneath are paid less. Museums also reflect the racial disparity present in the country. Most
curators and high-level employees at museums are white, while the people of color on staff at
museums occupy less prominent roles such as security and custodial work.15 Considering these
factors, statements in support of racial justice by museums can seem hollow or at worst
hypocritical. Prominent curator Helen Molesworth found museum statements supporting BLM:

Taylor Dafoe & Caroline Goldstein, “The George Floyd Protests Spurred Museums to Promise Change. Here’s
What They’ve Actually Done So Far,” artnet news, August 14, 2020, https://news.artnet.com/art-world/museumsdiversity-equity-commitments-1901564.
14
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“to be performative, formulaic and issued with a tin ear to their own use of language.”16
Museums make these statements in response to demands that they take a more activist role in
acting out the ideals found inside in the museum. The public looks to them to act in step with the
progressive ideals housed in their collections, yet they mistrust the statements that museums
make in support of these causes.
While discussed less frequently, these same frustrations are playing out inside the walls
of the institutions. Staff are asking directors to make changes at the institution to make it a more
equitable place rather than just make statements of support. Keeping questions of whether
meeting these demands is feasible, museum directors defend themselves by saying that they need
staff members to help them be part of the solution. Stephanie Stebich, the director of the
Smithsonian American Art Museum says, “We are in the middle of an outrage and cancel
culture, and that’s challenging as a leader. What I ask of my staff who complain is to be part of
the solution. Please come in and be part of the change you want to see.”17 Statements like these
appear a little bit tone deaf when the hierarchical system of the organization leaves the decisionmaking power in the hands of a few at the top.
Stebich’s comment stands in stark contrast to recent examples where complaining staff
members of cultural institutions were punished for speaking out. To return to Philip Guston Now,
the Tate Modern suspended Godfrey for expressing his opposition to the postponement of the
exhibition. It hardly seems like the attitude of an institution that is open to criticism. In addition,
piecemeal hiring people of color does not correct larger structural problems at an institution per
se. The Guggenheim Museum hired Chaédria LaBouvier to curate the exhibition Basquiat’s

16
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‘Defacement’: The Untold Story. LaBouvier’s position as Guest Curator made her one of the first
Black people to curate a show at the Guggenheim. While the exhibition was successful and well
received, LaBouvier resigned from her position soon after the show concluded due to harassment
and discrimination she faced at the Guggenheim. LaBouvier reported that the museum was
turning away press from reporting on the exhibition, and in a surprising move, the museum did
not invite LaBouvier to participate when it held a panel on the exhibition that she curated.18 An
independent investigation found that the museum did not discriminate against LaBouvier on the
basis of race.19 At the same time that the investigators made this announcement, the Guggenheim
announced that Nancy Spector was leaving the museum. Spector was the museum’s artistic
director, chief curator, and she was LaBouvier’s direct supervisor during her time at the
Guggenheim. An activist group comprising current and former staff members of the museum,
which named themselves A Better Guggenheim, called for Spector’s resignation and expressed
their dissatisfaction with the investigation, saying it should be considered incomplete because the
investigators did not interview LaBouvier.20 LaBouvier’s treatment at the Guggenheim revealed
how inadequate attempts at diversity and inclusion exacerbate already problematic dynamics.
The National Gallery of art is no exception to these issues. Before Feldman made
changes to the museum board and staff the National Gallery was dramatically divided by
department. Eight-three percent of guards at the museum were people of color and only two

Helen Holmes, “The Guggenheim’s First Black Curator Is Denouncing the Museum’s Treatment of Her,” The
Observer, June 5, 2020, https://observer.com/2020/06/guggenheim-museum-chaedria-labouvier.
18

Robin Pogrebin, “Guggenheim’s Top Curator Is Out as Inquiry Into Basquiat Show Ends,” New York Times,
October 8, 2020, https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/08/arts/design/guggenheim-investigation-nancy-spector.html
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percent of the curatorial staff were people of color. No curators identified as black.21 Feldman
mentioned that staff complaints about the Guston show were led by the security guards, and
conceded that they were not able to have internal discussions about their objections.22 She
blames logistical obstacles brought on by COVID-19; with the museum closed and most
employees working from home, it was difficult to organize remote or in person meetings. It is
entirely possible that part of the reason that the security staff did not feel comfortable with the
Klan imagery is due to its exhibition at an institution whose demographics had white people at
the top and people of color at the bottom. If some security guards objected to the content, then
there were other ways that the institution could have addressed their concerns, and it seems as if
those material steps were not taken. For example, guards that objected to the show could be reassigned to other exhibitions or parts of the museum for the time that the exhibition was open.

Anatomy of a Debate
After analyzing press and statements made in relation to the exhibition, several important
points came into focus. First, the sides of the argument supporting and condemning the
postponement are very imbalanced, with almost all statements condemning the National
Gallery’s decision to postpone the exhibition. The only exception that I could find was an article
by Sebastian Smee in the Washington Post, which mentions that Darren Walker, the president of
the Ford Foundation supported Feldman and the other directors in their decision to postpone the

Peggy McGlone “National Gallery director defends postponement of show with Klan images but will rethink
opening date,” Washington Post, October 7, 2020,
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2449000322/fulltext/7F92EB1A4F1E45C2PQ/9?accountid=27495.
21
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exhibition.23 It makes sense that Walker would defend Feldman and the National Gallery of Art,
because Walker is a board member of the National Gallery of Art.24 According to my research, it
seems that the National Gallery of Art may have pushed for the postponement more than the
other institutions involved in the exhibition. Peggy McGlone of the Washington Post reported
that the Tate Modern’s director said that the postponement was in response to potential outcry in
the United States. The directors of the Museum of Fine Arts Houston and the Boston Museum of
Fine Arts declined to comment further on the decision to postpone.25 For this reason, and for
simplicity, my analysis of the postponement will focus on the National Gallery of Art and their
statements. On the other side of the debate from the NGA, the open letter from the Brooklyn Rail
garnered hundreds of signatories calling for the postponement to be recalled. In addition,
coverage in the press was very critical of the directors’ decision. Editorials published in the New
York Times and Washington Post criticized the postponement. The sides are so imbalanced that it
is hard to call it a debate.
Another tendency in the coverage of the postponement is that it was frequently compared
to other controversies in the art world surrounding the topic of race. The Museum of
Contemporary Art Cleveland recently cancelled a planned exhibition of works by the artist
Shaun Leonardo after black community members expressed their objection.26 The planned
exhibition, titled “The Breath of Empty Space,” was organized around a series of drawings that
Leonardo made based upon video footage of fatal encounters between black men and police
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officers. Community members and some staff members at the museum found the content to be
traumatizing and the violence depicted to be gratuitous. The show was cancelled only a few
weeks before it was scheduled to open and with no input from Leonardo. In response Leonardo
accused the museum of censorship, asserting that the museum was punishing him for their
inability to ensure that the exhibition would be received positively.27 The director of the
museum, Jill Snyder, apologized and stepped down from her position two weeks later.
Reporters also connected the postponement of Philip Guston Now to the controversy over
Dana Schutz’s painting, Open Casket, 2016, at the 2017 Whitney Biennial. The painting depicted
Emmett Till, who was lynched and mutilated at age fourteen in Mississippi, lying in state at his
funeral. Till’s funeral was an important moment in the Civil Rights Movement, because his
mother insisted on an open casket at the funeral service. Images of his mutilated body sparked
national outrage at the treatment of African Americans in the South. The depiction of such a
sensitive image of racial violence by a white painter did not sit well with everyone. Artists
Parker Bright and Hannah Black lead the criticism, accusing Schutz of spectacularizing violence
against black people and of painting a subject that does not belong to her.28 They called for the
painting to not only be removed from the exhibition but also for it to be destroyed. Eric Gibson
of the Wall Street Journal notes that the Whitney was able to at least partially succeed where
institutions in similar circumstances have failed. The Whitney did not bow to the pressure of
those calling for the painting’s removal. Rather, they organized a series of discussions centered
around Open Casket, incorporating the dissenting voices into the exhibition. In the journal,
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Apollo, Feldman praised the way the Whitney was able to do this, but ironically she did not seem
to follow the Whitney’s example when it comes to Philip Guston Now.29
Comparing Philip Guston Now to these other controversies in the art world reveals what
we already know; race is a dicey cultural issue in the twenty-first century. These comparisons,
however, fail to note important contextual differences between them. For example, the decision
to postpone Philip Guston Now came from the institution rather than from outside pressure. In
the case of the cancelled Leonardo exhibition, the Museum of Contemporary Art Cleveland
reacted to public pressure brought forth by community members as well as staff at the museum.
The National Gallery of Art postponed the exhibition in the face of no external pressure and no
protest, shocking many with the unexpected move. Both Leonardo’s work and Schutz’s Open
Casket are overt depictions of racialized violence, while I would argue that Guston’s paintings
are more complex. Leonardo’s drawings capture their subjects at the very moment this violence
is inflicted upon them, and Schutz’s painting depicts a mutilated dead child in a coffin. While
depictions of the Klansmen can be triggering and are arguably traumatic, Guston’s Klansmen are
not as visceral as Leonardo and Schutz. Guston depicts his oafish Klansmen in mundane scenes.
They are driving in a car through an empty city, or talking to one another inside, or painting a
self-portrait. These paintings are not depictions of violence or its effects. Instead, the Klansmen
work more symbolically, referring to violence that these figures may have committed or are
planning to commit. These degrees of difference are important distinctions and likely account for
why Guston’s Klansmen are not historically controversial.
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If we take Feldman and the other directors at their word defending the postponement of
the exhibition, it does not seem likely that the causes of the postponement will be addressed by
their actions in postponing the exhibition. In January of 2021, the National Gallery announced
that Kanitra Fletcher would start as Associate Curator of African American and Afro-Diasporic
Art on February first, presumably as the additional curator hired to work on Philip Guston Now.30
Feldman also increased the diversity of the museum’s board, transitioning from a board
comprised of only white people to a board comprising thirty percent people of color.31 These
changes are commendable; however, they are also administrative and not directly tied to the
exhibition. It is not clear how these will meaningfully impact the problems that the National
Gallery identified with the mostly completed exhibition. In an op-ed to the Washington Post,
National Gallery of Art staffer William Whitaker accuses this appointment by Feldman of being
too little too late: “It is not the responsibility of Black people to educate White people in how to
do that work, and it should not be the responsibility of a Black curator to legitimize a potentially
controversial show.”32 Since the exhibition’s planning was likely near completion at the time of
the postponement, it is not clear how these changes in staff benefit something that is already
finished. The exhibition could have continued as scheduled and the museum would have
benefitted in future endeavors from Feldman’s changes in staff.
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Unwanted Associations
I believe that Philip Guston Now was postponed for two unstated reasons. First and
foremost, the exhibition was postponed to avoid associations with contemporary politics. The
Klu Klux Klan has been in the news lately and associated with the government at the national
level. It was widely reported that Former President Donald Trump received support from many
members of white supremacist groups, including an endorsement from David Duke, a leader of
the contemporary Klan.33 Their endorsement was something that Trump also seemed to cherish,
or at the very least something that he refused to disavow. In the summer of 2017, Trump refused
to condemn white supremacists for the violence perpetrated in Charlottesville, VA at the “Unite
the Right” rally, instead resorting to a false equivalency that blamed both sides.34 The National
Gallery is not a government-run institution, but it has close ties to the federal government. A
portion of their budget is provided by Congress through appropriations, and several federal
officeholders, such as the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court are officers ex-officio. The
National Gallery is on the National Mall and its proximity to the Capitol Building solidifies the
museum as a government institution in the public imagination. This association with government
and ergo the presidency is likely not to be far from the minds of museum staff. It’s
understandable that the museum may think twice about exhibiting artwork with Klan imagery
when the executive branch is led by a person who has the support of the Klan and refuses to
condemn the Klan. Postponing the exhibition until 2024 makes more sense if we assume that the
National Gallery wanted to wait until a time when President Trump may no longer be in office
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should he be elected to a second term. With President Biden’s victory in the 2020 election and
the removal of Trump from federal office, it makes sense that the National Gallery would then
reverse course and move the opening of the exhibition back up to 2022, which is exactly what
they did in November 2020.
Critics of the postponement see this connection to the Klan and the Trump presidency
and argue that it is more proof that Guston’s work needs to be seen by the public, to combat
rising white supremacy in the United States. Farago cites the first presidential debate of 2020 as
an example. When asked by the moderator whether he would denounce white supremacist
groups such as the Proud Boys, Trump refused and instead told them to “stand back and stand
by.” “It was only the latest reminder that our art institutions cannot afford anything less than a
united front against racism and anti-Semitism,” wrote Farago, “and should not be spooked by
their own shadows when actual hatred is already at the gates.”35 The decision to postpone was
fueled by a fear of displaying work that would be interpreted by the public as racially violent. By
fearing an association with white supremacist rhetoric emanating from the halls of the federal
government, they inadvertently abdicate their responsibility to present their work, which is
critical of white supremacy, in good faith to the public. Sebastian Smee warns that the National
Gallery’s self-censorship has political implications that may sway the country’s political future.
The museum may be seen by those across the political spectrum of limiting freedom of thought
and in turn tarnishing the appeal of the liberal values enshrined in the institutions of the
humanities. Although Smee’s concern may seem hyperbolic, I think that it is very valid. It is
better for an institution to stand up for important values and be criticized for inadequacies or
failings in their attempt rather than for them to never attempt at a stance at all.
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Second, the exhibition was postponed to generate positive press for the National Gallery
of Art and depict them as a forward-thinking and conscientious institution. As mentioned above,
the decision to postpone was unusual, because the National Gallery did not face any public
opposition to the exhibition and Guston’s work has not been problematic historically. At best this
means that their concerns of large public outrage were ill-founded. At worst, this means that their
attempt to be lauded for their foresight were unsuccessful.
The catalogue for Philip Guston Now gives little indication of the problems that justified
the postponement of the exhibition. Although the exhibition team for Philip Guston Now lacked
a person of color, the exhibition catalogue indicates that the exhibition nevertheless incorporates
diverse perspectives. The catalogue contains the usual elements of a large exhibition’s
publication, a timeline, plates, and a long biographical essay on the artist. The catalogue also
contains several short contributions from artists reflecting on Guston’s legacy and impact. Some
of these contributions are from important black artists such as Chris Ofili, Trenton Doyle
Hancock, and Glenn Ligon. Hancock addressed the Klansmen directly in his catalogue essay,
and in an interview with The New York Times said that he believed Guston used the Klansmen as
a way of “implicating America, the New York art world and himself in a system that celebrates
the horrors of white supremacy.”36 Contextualizing Guston in this way, through a social justice
lens, is exactly what Feldman seems to think the exhibition is lacking. I fear that statements like
this will be overshadowed by the postponement. Hancock may also feel the same way because he
signed the open letter by the Brooklyn Rail criticizing the National Gallery’s decision to
postpone the exhibition.
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Both sides of the debate agree on one thing: Guston’s Klansmen are an important element
of his oeuvre and must be properly contextualized. Both sides also seem to agree that these
works need to be viewed through a lens of racial and social justice. Where they disagree, and
where the debate exits the realm of this thesis, is how institutions should contextualize works
such as these, where consensus agrees that they are critical of white supremacy yet whose
iconography may be viewed as traumatic imagery. The National Gallery’s unwarranted caution,
and the furious response that they received are indicative of current structures of hierarchy and
inequality exacerbated by the material strains put on institutions during the COVID-19
pandemic. The museum’s postponement also overshadows the interesting scholarship in the
exhibition, which in part interrogates Guston’s use of Klansmen and how contemporary artists of
color see his work. This is an important introduction of diverse voices, which people may not
discover if this commotion about the exhibition turns them off from his work.
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CHAPTER TWO
Looking under the Hood: Interpretations of Guston and his Klansmen

To better evaluate some of the statements taken by both sides of the argument over the
postponement of the exhibition, Philip Guston Now, we should turn to the historical record. How
have critics contextualized Guston’s work generally, and how do they interpret the Klansmen
more specifically? The focus of this examination will address the legacy of Guston’s late works
between 1968 and 1981 of which the Klansmen paintings comprise only a part roughly between
1968 and 1973, discussing the reception of his early and mid-career works in relation to these
later works. Some authors contextualize the Klansmen as a formal and political return to his
earliest works, with others framing the Klansmen as a meditation on Guston’s Jewish identity.
Guston mostly did not engage with these methods of interpretation and supplied his own
explanations of his work and of the Klansmen. What both scholars and Guston can agree on,
however, is Guston’s deep personal connection to these works and his admiration for old
masters.

A Return to Figuration?
A common method that many writers use to structure Philip Guston’s work is to give his
oeuvre a tripartite narrative structure, with Guston’s early work described as figurative, his midcareer work described as abstract, and the late period, which includes his Klansmen paintings,
described as his return to figuration. Guston showed an early proclivity to art, drawing as a child
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and even making his own comic strips.37 Guston’s early works include portraits and later, after
he studied under David Alfaro Siqueiros, large murals. Most of these works depicted the human
figure in naturalistic ways. Drawing for Conspirators, 1930, and Martial Memory, 1941 are two
of his best-known early works [Figures 3 and 4]. In both works the subjects command nearly the
full height of the picture plane and are framed against flat brick walls. These works contrast
greatly with the works that Guston began to make in the late 1950s while a member of the New
York School, a loose affiliation of abstract expressionists downtown. Painting, 1954 is a nearly
square canvas on which Guston applied short brushstrokes in reds, pinks, and oranges on a field
of white, their vertical and horizontal strokes creating a crosshatch effect across the center of the
canvas [Figure 5]. The last decade of his life—the “return to figuration” in question—comprises
works in a cartoonish style such as the Klansmen paintings mentioned in the first chapter and
works such as Entrance, 1979 [Figure 6]. Almost immediately, critics describe Guston’s work in
a narrative arc where he went from figuration to abstraction and then back to figuration. Kurt
Foster used it in his criticism of Guston in the 1970s.38 Shortly after Guston passed away in
1981, TIME critic Robert Hughes wrote his review of Guston’s retrospective at the Whitney
Museum of American Art, where he also described Guston’s late work as a return to figuration
after a mid-career period of abstract expressionism.39 This narrative has persisted ever since.
Even Harry Cooper’s feature essay in the new Philip Guston Now catalogue uses this narrative
structure. Robert Slifkin disagrees, arguing that the important thing that Guston is returning to in
these late paintings is not figuration. The important thing he harkens back to are the images and
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symbols of his past. Furthermore, Slifkin quibbles with the dichotomy of figuration versus
abstraction used in this construct, because it is anachronistic to the interwar period of Guston’s
youth.40 Guston’s first artworks were made at a time where both abstraction and representational
work were accepted. Groups such as the American Abstract Artists, founded in 1936, represent
one side, and realist groups such as American Regionalism and muralists under the Works
Progress Administration (WPA) represent the other. There was a dichotomy between these two
movements, as abstraction was contending for greater critical recognition in the United States.
Slifkin, however, argues that the term “figuration” is not synonymous with “realism” as it was
understood in the pre-war period. After World War II, the term figuration described
representational work, but critics also viewed that work as inferior to abstraction. “Abstraction
was celebrated for its apparent purity,” writes Slifkin, “whereas figuration was seen as
irredeemably tainted by a host of objectionable associations.”41 He gives Pop art as an example,
since the imagery there is inextricably tied to advertising’s goal to manipulate its audience to buy
something. Slifkin argues that this post-war figuration should be understood as distinct from
realism, because it forms an association to something else in the way its recognizable imagery is
depicted. For example, the manner in which Guston paints the Klansmen, the car, and the
buildings in City Limits references the comic strip style of Krazy Kat. This figuration is
remarkably different than the realism of Drawing for Conspirators. While it can be said that
Guston’s style here resembles that of Giorgio de Chirico, understanding the work is not
dependent upon connecting the way in which the scene is rendered to some type of media outside
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of the work. To collapse these two very different modes of representation into a “return to
figuration” does a disservice to the complexity of the later works.
In contrast to the historians that organized Guston’s career as first figurative then abstract
and then figurative again, Guston viewed his artistic body of work as continuous, without any
dramatic shifts. For Guston whether the works are representational or abstract was less important
than the process of painting and the self-examination that it fosters. In 1966 Joseph Ablow asked
Guston to give a post-mortem on the New York School. Instead of answering, Guston retorted
that nothing is dead and that he and others are still interrogating the issues of Abstract
Expressionism.42 In the same interview he also claimed not to know what nonobjective art was,
implying that the distinctions of abstraction and figuration did not mean much to him in his
artistic process.43 Twelve years later in a conversation with Clark Coolidge, Guston’s opinion on
the matter had changed little. When talking about his paintings in the seventies Guston says,
“And even though the work has become, what’s a stupid word, ‘figurative,’ and so on,
‘nonfigurative,’ that’s not the point. Because I was never trying to duplicate visual data or
anything. I was making a total construction of some kind.44 In an interview with David Sylvester,
Guston mentions that even if a figurative subject cannot be determined by the viewer, his
abstract works usually have one in there, hidden or obscured. In nearly the same thought, Guston
explains that the category of figuration holds little meaning for him either and gives Rembrandt
as an example. Many would classify Rembrandt as a figurative painter, but from Guston’s point
of view, Rembrandt’s application of paint is much more abstract to the point where he feels that
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he is no longer looking at a portrait. He marvels at how Rembrandt takes different brushstrokes
and manipulates them to all sorts of effects and textures. “In those Rembrandts there’s an
ambiguity of paint being image and image being paint,” remarks Guston, “which is very
mysterious.”45 Guston’s main concern, rather than to be a figurative or abstract painter, was to
paint well and to express himself through his work.
The “returns” that critics identify in Guston’s late career are actually elements present in
his work throughout his career. Understanding them this way elucidates their importance. Guston
in the 1970s is not the same man as his early career, and the Klansmen and their meanings are
more ambiguous than their appearance in his early work. Slifkin lists Robert Colescott, Faith
Ringgold, and Peter Saul as counterexamples to support this argument.46 Unlike Guston’s
Klansmen, the political imagery in these works can be overt. Take Peter Saul’s San Quentin #1
(Angela Davis at San Quentin), 1971, for example [Figure 7]. In this work Davis is naked and
impaled like the martyr St. Stephen by three little pigs identified as “justis,” “munny,” and
“powur.” Here one can safely surmise that Saul is critical of Davis’s imprisonment and systemic
injustices more generally. Guston’s work rarely offers such moral clarity. Just as Guston does not
simply return to the imagery of his early career, he does not simply “return” to figuration. A
return to figuration like that in which Guston worked in his early career would mean that his
works articulated deep perspective with clear foreground, middleground, and background. To use
The Studio as an example, it is not entirely clear how large the studio is, because there is no
space or shading to indicate how far the opposite wall of the studio is from the picture plane. It is
simply a bright pink field with a window. Space in the foreground is not very clear either. The
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paint can appears pressed right up against the smoking hand of the painter, giving the painting a
compressed and flat feeling. Compare this to Drawing for Conspirators, where the brick wall
behind the main figure recedes and draws the eye further into the picture plane to the mob of
Klansmen and the lynching in the background. Like in della Francesca’s Flagellation of Christ,
the main action of the work takes place in the background. Ara H. Merjan remarks that the
picture planes of these later paintings are fields on which Guston juxtaposes symbols and ideas
without attempting to depict realistic space.47 In Pantheon, 1973, the names of artists float
around the artist’s head [Figure 8]. Despite the liberties that Guston’s early works take with
perspective, the picture plane of Guston’s late works is less defined and more experimental.

“The whole idea is for the artist to be free!”
Scholars and fellow artists have cemented Guston in public memory as a champion for
freedom in painting and as an artists’s artist. After a period of increasing abstraction and
theoretical rigor in modern painting, Guston’s recognizable subjects and cartoonish style
reinvigorated the genre with new energy. Friend and art historian, Dore Ashton, convincingly
defends Guston from being lumped in with the post-modernist painters of the 1980s, but many
still see Guston as their precursor in spirit.48 In a roundtable on the perennial death of painting,
Terry Winters claims that, “In a way, the 80s began with Guston, and that was always Guston’s
issue—how to obtain higher degrees of freedom.”49 In their open letter to the organizers of the
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Philip Guston Now exhibition, the Brooklyn Rail also describes Guston as a champion of
freedom: “We demand that Philip Guston Now be restored to the museum’s schedules, and that
their staffs prepare themselves to engage with a public that might well be curious about why a
painter – ever self-critical and a standard bearer for freedom – was compelled to use such
imagery.”50 It is no wonder why Guston has been such an inspiration for artists; he challenges
himself, and in turn us the viewers, to explore the creative process outside of any prescriptive
bounds.
Guston never called himself a champion of freedom, but he believed that challenging
artistic conventions was an important aspect of his practice. Guston stated that only his friends
Harold Rosenberg and William de Kooning understood his new works on their first exhibition at
Marlborough Gallery in 1970. In an interview with Jan Butterfield Guston recalls de Kooning’s
praise of the new work: “he said, ‘You know, Philip, what your real subject is? It is freedom!’
And I said, ‘That’s right, Bill. You’ve got it!’ And then we embraced again and he said, ‘Why of
course! The whole idea is for the artist to be free!’”51 Guston was concerned about artistic
freedom for much earlier than the 1970s. In an interview with Bill Berkson in 1964, Guston tells
Berkson that he is against “purity.” Although he does not mention Clement Greenberg by name,
it is obvious that Guston bristles at having his work interpreted through the narrow lens of
Modernism.52 Greenberg’s theory of medium specificity was influential in the United States in
the postwar period; in his writings, Greenberg observed that modernist painting seems to explore
the limits of the medium’s conventions, specifically the flatness of the picture plane and the
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delimitation of the work by its frame or edge. Guston rejects this tendency, arguing that the
picture plane always contains illusionistic depth. “I think painting is full of illusions and
contradictions… The plane of a painting is a paradox, and maintaining this paradox is a necessity
with me.”53 Guston was not concerned with following certain doctrines or principles in his work.
He wanted the freedom to break and disobey these rules, which he referred to on several
occasions as “shibboleths.” A Hebrew word whose current usage in English is for a phrase that
distinguishes one group of people for another, he used the term to identify unspoken rules in the
art world that one was supposed to follow. “They’re shibboleths,” says Guston, “Or in Yiddish
you say bubba meisas, lady’s tales. Like: ‘Painting is flat.’ We could make a whole list of these
things. Like: ‘You don’t use subject matter.’ … ‘The painting is a concrete object.’ I mean, who
says? As if these things had been handed down from Mount Sinai or something.”54 Another great
anecdote to illustrate Guston’s contempt for artistic convention comes from a panel in which he
took part at the Philadelphia Museum of Art in 1960. Ad Reinhardt recited an early draft of his
essay “The Artist in Search of a Code of Ethics,” which comprises a series of rules starting with
“thou shalt.” When the moderator, Harold Rosenberg, asks if Guston would like to add a “thou
shalt” to Reinhardt’s list Guston quips, “The artist should not want to be right.”55 Guston
validates his legacy as a champion of freedom for artistic expression in his advice to younger
artists, which he frequently gave out at public lectures and talks. At a talk at the New York
Studio School, Guston advised his audience:
Paint what you hate. Paint what disgusts you. Why? If it’s in you. I’m not saying paint
disgusting things. Paint true. If you’re disgusted, paint your disgust. I do. Others do.
Some painters do. If you’re blessed and you’re touched by angels every day, dream away.
53
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But don’t paint to prove an idea. Don’t paint to prove what’s right. You know what I
mean? Don’t paint to be loved. I could make a list.”56
It is somewhat ironic that Guston, who chided Reinhardt about his list of rules, in turn gives
these instructions to his audience of painters. But this quote is illustrative, because it shows how
Guston is not concerned about following dogma or even with what other artists are painting. The
advice he gives to young artists is that their painting be an honest reflection of who they are.

Guston on Guston
From what I have discussed above, it is clear that to understand Guston’s work is
inextricably tied to understanding Guston the person. I have analyzed what others have said
about Guston’s oeuvre and what he has said about his own work. Guston makes occasional
comments on the meaning of his work, although those are few and far between. So, what does
Guston focus on in his several decades in the public eye? More than anything else, Guston’s
public statements obsess over the act of painting and his artistic process. At talks and seminars,
he would hold court discussing the anguish he would experience in his studio trying to determine
the subject of his next work. He would discuss the frustration he would feel when he was stuck
with a work, and Guston would discuss at length the challenge in determining when a work was
finished. In her memoir, Musa Mayer corroborated his obsession with his work—how he would
spend long nights in his studio, lit by a single bulb. His incredible drive and pursuit of selfexpression are long-held tenants of his career. In an interview with David Sylvester in 1960—
nearly ten years before his focus turned towards the Klansmen, his studio, and the quotidian
things that populated it—Guston told him, “I think every good painter here in New York really
paints a self-portrait. I think a painter has two choices: he paints the world or himself, and by
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himself I mean himself in his environment, in this total situation.”57 Depicting the objects near at
hand seems to have helped Guston find a way of expressing himself that had eluded him before.
Since Guston spoke so frequently about himself, it seems only natural that critics have
persuasively contextualized some of his works through a biographical lens. One of the most
ambitious attempts at this type of interpretation is Cooper’s essay “Recognizing Guston (in four
slips).” In this essay Cooper uses a psychoanalytical perspective to draw out meanings from the
works of Guston, connecting themes of his work such as the Klansmen and masking more
generally to adolescent traumas. For example, Cooper argues that while the political turmoil of
the sixties is widely accepted as the impetus for Guston’s sudden change in style and the
introduction of the Klansmen, the rupture may be at least in equal measure due to dramatic
changes in his personal life. After Guston’s retrospective at the Guggenheim Museum in 1962,
he suffered a crisis of confidence in his work and was struggling in his marriage with Musa. For
a brief time Guston and Musa were separated, with Guston working and living with another
woman in Florida. His artistic breakthrough that led to the Klansmen corresponds with the time
that Guston began the process of reconciling with Musa and moving permanently to Woodstock,
NY with her.58 It makes sense that for an artist that, to quote Robert Zaller, “was painting, as he
always had, the inexhaustible conundrum of himself,”59 for the personal and the artistic to be so
closely linked.
This concern with the act of painting also manifested itself through effusive praise of
artists who came before him and inspired him, such as Rembrandt. If Rembrandt was Guston’s
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muse for painterly effects, Pierro della Francesca was his muse for composition. Guston used
Francesca as a frequent example in his talks and lectures, and even wrote an essay in Art News,
in which he praises The Flagellation for its formal construction [Figure 9]. The architecture
divides the men in the foreground on the right from the scene on the left, and the foreshortening
of the tiled floor articulates the distance between the picture plane and the flagellation on the left.
Guston was fascinated by the painter’s decision to put the subject of the painting in the
background, calling it “the only ‘disturbance’ in the painting, but placed in the rear, as if in
memory.”60
Guston’s reverence for earlier masters cannot be overstated, and these influences are
apparent in his later works. Guston was an incredibly astute scholar of art, who throughout his
career spoke at length and in reverent tones about many he considered his artistic predecessors.
Rembrandt, Goya, Ensor, and Max Beckmann are just a few. And although he admired many
painters, he could never be accused of copying them. Calvin Coolidge says that Guston digested
Giorgio de Chirico and others rather than appropriating them.61 The connections to earlier
masters are there, but they are something totally original. In paintings where Guston depicts
objects in messy piles, such as Red Cloth, 1976 Cooper sees a nod to the cubist device of the
pile-up [Figure 10].62 Craig Burnett notices a similarity between the formal composition of
works such as The Studio and The Torture of the Jew, 1452-66, another work by della Francesca
that Guston counted among his favorites [Figure 11]. “It can’t be a coincidence that one of the
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key works Guston used to describe the formal qualities of a painting called The Torture of the
Jew was ‘untortured:’” writes Burnett. “’Tortured subject matter, coherent form. Anguished
mind, balanced picture.”63 Each composition is well structured and relatively flat. Their
coherence relies on the juxtaposition of their various elements, which have been well arranged.
Slifkin notes that Guston may have inserted a self-portrait as silhouette in Downtown, 1969. This
device, of subtly inserting oneself into the painting, has been used by other artists such as Picasso
in Harlequin, 1915.64 This self-portrait is on top of other self-portraits that Guston’s works
contain, such as the Klansman painter and the cyclops whose stubble and thinning hair resembles
that of the artist.

“A red to a blue.”
Guston was a young radical, and his early work reflects his political commitments. Many
commentators believe that Guston’s “return to figuration” corresponds with a similar renewed
commitment to politics. As a young man, Guston was a member of the John Reed Club, a mass
organization for Marxist writers, artists, and intellectuals. In 1932, Guston, Reuben Kadish, and
Murray Hantman each made a mural for the club expressing solidarity with the Scottsboro Boys,
nine African American teenagers falsely convicted of rape in Jim Crow Alabama. Cooper
recounts that at one point Guston remarked that the Los Angeles Police Department and the Klu
Klux Klan broke into and vandalized the club.65 They shot out the eyes of the figures in the
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mural, which was later destroyed. Although the facts of the incident are somewhat disputed, the
anecdote illustrates the political dynamics of the time. In addition to being a racist and antiSemitic hate group, the 1930s Klan busted unions, sometimes with the support of local police.
“The Klan was very powerful in L.A. in those years,” said Guston. “They were used to break the
unions that were starting to form. And I was leftist in my thinking, I mean politically, in those
years.”66 To turn back to Drawing for Conspirators, it makes sense for Guston to depict the
anonymous hooded lynch mob as the embodiment of the evils against which he and his comrades
struggled. Some writers cite the following quote by Guston in their discussion of his politics: “So
when the 1960s came along I was feeling split, schizophrenic. The war, what was happening to
America, the brutality of the world. What kind of man am I, sitting at home, reading magazines,
going into a frustrated fury about everything—and then going into my studio to adjust a red to a
blue.”67 This quote is repeated frequently, doubtless because it is poetic and evokes a clear image
of Guston at work in his studio thinking about the world around him. I think the quote appears
again and again, because it is one of the few statements that Guston makes about politics.
Raphael Rubenstein utilizes the quote in his essay on the 2003-2004 Guston retrospective to
make the argument that the works in Guston’s last decade should be viewed through a lens of
political and social commentary similar to the works of his early career.68 Zaller takes this quote
and extrapolates on what he assumes Guston felt at the time, saying, “The Kennedy and King
Assassinations, the events surrounding the Democratic national convention in Chicago, and
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finally the election of Richard Nixon rekindled his political anger, and, like any pamphleteer, he
reached for the materials nearest at hand.”69 For Zaller, the political instability of the late 1960s
is the impetus for Guston’s radical change in style, implying that the main context for these
works is political. I would temper this statement by pointing out that the quote is one of the few
times that Guston discusses politics or political events in relation to his work. These statements
about Guston and politics also make it appear as if Guston’s political stances and beliefs are
unchanging throughout time.
Many interpreters of Guston’s work perceive the Klansmen in his late works as an
indication that Guston was always a political artist. In his nearly half-century career Guston
barely talks about politics in any context, let alone when it comes to the Klansmen. It is
undeniable that Guston was very politically active when he was a young man. His membership in
the John Reed Club and the types of works he made, not to mention his participation in a strike,
make his political leanings at that time apparent. Some critics assume that Guston’s late works
tap into this same vein of political commitment. Hughes, for example, wrote in TIME that
Guston’s Marlborough exhibition was “as if Guston flipped back to the late 1930s, when he was
a WPA muralist—those remote days when it was still believed that political comment could give
art relevance.”70 Slifkin refutes this sentiment in his essay “Philip Guston’s Return to Figuration
and the ‘1930s Renaissance’ of the 1960s.” Slifkin argues that while Guston’s late works mine
their imagery from the objects of the 1930s, he is not the same person that he was thirty years
prior. In Drawing for Conspirators Guston is unequivocally critical of the Klan. The main figure
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looms menacingly tall in the foreground with his lanky arms gripped tightly around the rope for a
noose.
Guston once again depicts the Klan negatively in an early mural that he completed in
Mexico with Kadish and Jules Langser titled The Struggle Against Terrorism, 1934-35 [Figure
12]. The right panel of the fresco depicts a person wearing a hood climbing a ladder from the
first level of the fresco, which depicts hooded figures in the Spanish Inquisition, to the second
level of the fresco, which depicts hooded Klansmen as part of a depiction of modern war and
terror. The person climbing the ladder between the two scenes emerges from the floor of the
upper register and is flanked by a hooded man on the left and a flagellant and a swastika on the
right. The fresco makes a visual connection between the capirote of the Inquisition and the
Klansman’s hood. The capirote is a conical hat and hood that has medieval origins in the
Catholic church, where it was used by flagellants making public penance for sins. During the
Spanish Inquisition, people who were arrested by the inquisition were sometimes forced to wear
a capirote and perform public penance, with the color of the hat indicating the reason for their
punishment. Francisco Goya depicts the capirote being used this way in the painting The
Inquisition Tribunal, 1812-1819 and the etching, Los Caprichos: Aquellos polbos, 1799 [Figure
13]. In these depictions, the capirotes do not have the hoods obscuring their faces, but still retain
their long conical tops. Throughout his career Guston spoke favorably of Goya, and it is likely
that he was familiar with these images. Therefore, it makes sense that Guston would find a visual
connection between the capirote and his early depictions of Klansmen. Looking back at The
Struggle Against Terrorism, the passing of the hooded figure from the first register of the
Spanish Inquisition and into the second register of modern torture transforms from a victim of
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the Spanish Inquisition into a perpetrator of violence. The cat-o-nine-tails of the flagellant
becomes the instrument of the Klansmen.
When the Klansmen reemerge in Guston’s late career, they do not have the same moral
clarity. As I mentioned before, the later paintings depict the Klansmen seemingly in their
downtime between perpetrating atrocities. Their cartoonish depiction adds to the strangeness of
the works. Are we meant to laugh at the Klansmen despite what they represent? Slifkin argues
that the ambiguity reflects Guston’s pessimism about the ability for art to say anything political.
“Denied the power of making statements that might affect a broad audience as could the iconic
documentary images of the 1930s and the indexical subjective expression of the 1950s,” writes
Slifkin, “Guston turned inward, inserting his own life into his work as a means of constructing a
definite, if limited artistic statement.”71 Guston’s commented in 1978 that, “As a young boy I
was an activist in radical politics, and although I am no longer an activist, I keep track of
everything.”72 Guston here acknowledges that his level of political commitment decreased from
when he was a young man. In turn, the depiction of the Klansmen reflects the work of an artist
who has the same leanings as his younger self, but whose work is concerned with more than just
articulating a political stance.

From Goldstein to Guston: Guston’s Jewish Identity
When critics and scholars discuss Guston’s Klansmen paintings, they are usually
contextualized as a symbol of anti-Semitism. Guston’s Jewish identity was always a source of
self-reflection and self-criticism. As mentioned above, the Klan was active in Los Angeles
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during Guston’s youth, and while the Klan represented reactionary backlash for Guston’s fellow
members of the John Reed Club, it was likely more personal for Guston considering that he was
Jewish. Guston’s family fled pogroms in Odessa, Ukraine to Montreal, Quebec. There is not
much proof that Guston was particularly religious, and he downplayed his Jewish identity for the
early part of his career. In fact, Guston’s actual last name is Goldstein. He changed it to Guston
to appease his wife’s family prior to meeting them. Rubenstein remembers that Guston expressed
his gratitude to him for including this fact in his writing. He felt terrible about changing his name
and felt it was time for people to know.73 Critic Ross Feld observed that this name change was
symptomatic of Guston’s creative process. Feld believed that Guston cycled through phases of
self-obfuscation and self-revelation, hiding his presence in his works from the viewer before then
slowing revealing himself in bits and pieces, hence the relief when Rubenstein revealed Guston’s
name change in his later years.74
Masks appear frequently in Guston’s work, obscuring the faces of his subjects. As
discussed, The Struggle Against Terrorism demonstrates his interest in masks from art historical
precedents, such as Goya, and as an integral element of his subject matter, such as the Klasnmen
who is nothing without his hood. The street urchins at play in Guston’s early work wore masks.
Guston once said that some of the abstract fields in his mid-career masked the nature of his
painting’s true subjects, giving Head I, 1965, as an example.75 He started with an idea or an
image that became more and more obfuscated as he painted over and rubbed out what he had
painted. The erasure of the image was fascinating to him. The most obvious instance of masked
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figures are the Klansmen paintings. His latest paintings also featured obscured or partially
obscured faces that resembled himself and his wife, Musa. Masks were something that Guston
appears to have fixated on himself. Paul Brach notes that masks were used in Frederico Fellini’s
film, I Vitelloni, which Guston remarked moved him deeply.76 Dan Nadel recounts that in 1968,
around the same time that Guston began making his Klansmen paintings, Guston told his friend,
Morton Feldman, that he was reading Jean-François Steiner’s eponymous account of the
concentration camp, Treblinka. “Guston was wondering, as he had since his youth, what lay
beneath the mask—his own and others,” muses Nadel. “That year, in the wake of these
memories, in the wake of the grotesque violence at the Democratic National Convention and
elsewhere, the hoods returned, and the artist spent his final decade exploring life behind the
mask.”77
When writers connect Guston’s work to his Jewish identity, they usually rely on
anecdotes related to the Holocaust. Dore Ashton remembers a conversation she had with Guston
about his reaction to the photographs coming back to America from Auschwitz Concentration
Camp, noting the immense piles of everyday objects left behind by the Nazi’s victims.78 David
Anfam speculates that Guston could only address the Holocaust in indirect and subconscious
ways, citing Deborah Lipstadt’s 1986 book Beyond Belief: The American Press and the Coming
of the Holocaust, 1933-45 and Cooper’s “Recognizing Guston (in four slips)”, because of the
immense guilt of renouncing his Jewish identity juxtaposed with the trauma of seeing the horrors

76

Paul Brach, “Looking at Guston,” Art in America 68, no. 9 (November 1980): 96.

77

Dan Nadel. “Now You See Me,” Artforum 59, no. 4 (January/February 2021): 110.

78

Ashton, “That Is Not What I Meant at All,” 67.

40

suffered in Europe.79 Ashton was likely thinking of late paintings such as Red Cloth, 1976. The
wall text for this work at the Brooklyn Museum makes the same association as Ashton, claiming
that the pyramid of disembodied legs at the center of this work alludes to the victims of the
concentration camp.80 In her memoir and biography of her father, Mayer recounts that her father
enjoyed reading Isaac Babel. Babel wrote a short story about a young boy killed in a pogrom in
Odessa, the city from which Guston’s family emigrated. The narrator of the story describes
himself in a way that evokes the image of a cyclops, saying, “I close my solitary unstopped-up
eye so as not to see the world that spread out before me. This world was tiny, and it was
awful…”81
In the mid-seventies Guston began painting a head with one eye, like the cyclops in
Babel’s story. Head and Bottle, 1975, is one such painting [Figure 14]. The cyclops has no
mouth or nose and his stubble creeps up to the bottom lid of the massive eye. The stubble and
messy balding pate give the head a disheveled look resembling Guston in his later years. Fears of
Jewish persecution seemed to have harried him most of his adult life. Mayer notes that one night
when Guston was in the hospital recovering from his first heart attack, he had a vivid and
horrifying hallucination that SS officers were coming for him in the night.82
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“For the first time”: the Klansmen as a Critique of White Supremacy
While the Klansmen fit into a larger context of Guston wrestling with his Jewish identity,
there are few instances where writers interpret the Klansmen in terms of an anti-racist sentiment
or as a critique of white supremacy. The Klansmen first appeared in Guston’s inaugural show at
Marlborough Gallery in 1970, and critics at the time did not seem to recognize the Klansmen as
political. In Hilton Kramer’s review of the exhibition for TIME, he accuses Guston of pretending
to be an untrained artist: “What these new pictures by Mr. Guston offer us, with their ‘funny’
Klu Klux Klan figures, their ‘innocent’ drawing and their ‘childlike’ rediscovery of the world, is
the artistic equivalent of a ‘pseudo-event.’”83 Kramer makes no further mention of the Klansmen
in his review. Robert Pincus-Witten saw the Klansmen through a mostly formal lens,
contextualizing them as part of a return to figuration for Guston. “The reason for this return, or
re-emergence,” writes Pincus-Witten, “must be connected with emotional and intellectual
pressures of a private nature. Such reasons really ought to concern us given Guston’s rank,
although they generally fall outside legitimate areas of inquiry, even in these lengthily argued
columns.”84 Hughes mentions the Klansmen in his review of the 1980-1981 retrospective of
Guston’s work. Hughes’s review is much more favorable than these earlier reviews of Guston’s
work, but he views the Klansmen in the same context. For most of the time since they were first
exhibited, critics have not seen the Klansmen as a criticism of white supremacy.
The first instances where the Klansmen are contextualized in explicit terms of social
justice comes much more recently. Hauser & Wirth New York organized an exhibition in the fall
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of 2021 focusing on late works by Guston. The first room of the exhibition displayed several
Klansmen paintings. The wall text that introduced the exhibition included the following passage:
Prompted by the violence and civil unrest in America during the late 1960s, Guston
explores motifs that harken back to his earliest figurative works of the 1930s. In his new
world of clunky Klu Klux Klansmen, evil is disguised in the deceptive banality of
everyday life. The hooded figures in the six works in this first room are engaged not in
acts of terror but in everyday pursuits, smoking cigars, making plans, driving around in
cars. Guston holds up a mirror not only to America’s racist past and present, but dares to
examine his own culpability.”
The text addresses many things present in Guston’s earlier writing, such as the banality of evil.
This blurb, however, goes further than other writing on the artist, because it specifies that the
subject of Guston’s critique in these works is racism in American society, as well as the artist’s
own guilt in structural prejudice. I want to address this further in the next chapter, but for now I
want to emphasize how this text is a departure from the scholarship that has come before it.
The Klansmen can also be understood as part of a more general tendency in Guston’s late
career to paint the scenes that come to his mind. In a note to himself Guston wrote that his drive
to paint was fueled by the desire, “To see, in a painting, what one has always wanted to see, but
hasn’t until now. For the first time.”85 This in part explains the dreamlike quality of these works.
He has an idea of a picture and tries to capture it, populating it with the items of his everyday
life. Yet the pictures lack the formal cohesion of a planned tableau or of a scene captured from
life. Prior to Guston’s late practice he was already describing his artistic process in these terms.
Frequently he would talk about how he worked on a painting until it felt as if it were completely
separate from him. An anecdote that comes to mind is an interview in 1956 with Rosenberg.
Guston tells Rosenberg, “I should like the image in my painting to be as puzzling and mysterious
to me as if a figure walked into this room and we stopped talking and wondered: Who is he?
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What is his appearance?”86 There is a contradiction of terms here: Guston seeks to create work
that is true to himself, but at the same time, he wants these works to exist and have a life
independent from his own. This tension gets at the heart of what makes the Klansmen so
interesting. They are obviously incredibly personal, but because of the distance that Guston puts
between making the meanings of his works explicit to himself and others, their underlying
meaning remains mysterious to the viewer and, perhaps, to Guston himself.

Guston’s Interpretations of his Klansmen
Just as painting was an incredibly personal and soul-searching affair for Guston, his own
comments reveal that he viewed the Klansmen in an equally personal and subjective way: as
representative of his dark side and the dark side of humanity. He gave his most explicit
explanation for the Klansmen in a talk that he gave in 1978:
They are self-portraits. I perceive myself as being behind a hood. In the new series of
‘hoods,’ my attempt was really not to illustrate, to do pictures of the KKK, as I had done
earlier. The idea of evil fascinated me, and rather like Isaac Babel, who had joined the
Cossacks, lived with them, and written stories about them, I almost tried to imagine that I
was living with the Klan. What would it be like to be evil? To plan and plot. Then I
started conceiving an imaginary city being overtaken by the Klan. I was like a movie
director.”87
If we are to take Guston at his word, he was not illustrating the Klan as a near and present threat.
Instead, as he explains earlier in the talk, his first depictions of the Klan in the 1930s were based
on their terrorizing of Guston and his comrades in Los Angeles, working hand-in-hand with the
LAPD Red Squad. Guston puts himself in the shoes of these representatives of evil, illustrating
the disconnect between their disreputable actions and their downtime between atrocities.
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Guston’s view of the Klan as a mostly historical embodiment of evil corresponds with public
perception of the KKK at the time. In Hughes’s review of the 1970 Marlborough show, he
interprets the Klan along similar lines to what Guston outlines above. “His Klansmen are not to
be taken as images of a specific present threat (who now takes the Klan as a real political force?),
but generalized symbols of inhumanity,” writes Hughes. “The cunning childishness of Guston’s
style accords with a game his paintings play—the reduction of the elements of evil into their
simplest form, like building blocks.”88
There are numerous instances in the Klansmen paintings where context gives credibility
to Guston’s claim that he is imagining himself as a Klansmen. The first one that comes to
mind—perhaps because of its obviousness—is The Studio, 1969. The painting’s subject is a
Klansmen in his studio, making what appears to be a self-portrait. In a somewhat humorous
musing about this painting, Guston says that it is a matter of course that the Klansmen would
paint themselves. “Naturally, he’d be painting hoods. I mean, if horses painted, they’d paint
horses, no? That’s a good painting, very tightly organized.”89 Guston seems to have chosen the
very act of painting in his studio as the subject matter for this work, replacing his visage with a
hood. A large hand with a cigarette between forefinger and middle finger was a reoccurring
element in his works of the 70s and usually associated with the artist, who was a heavy smoker
throughout his life. Here it serves as another indication that Guston is depicting himself in this
painting. The orientation of the self-portrait in the painting is identical to the perspective of the
picture plane creating a mise en abyme effect. It is also a humorous commentary on painting—
the Klansman paints the self-portrait from the perspective of the viewer rather than from his own
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perspective inside the painting. Bad Habits, 1970, is another example of Guston inserting himself
into the Klansmen painting [Figure 15]. The painting depicts two Klansmen in a bare room
facing one another. The curtains are drawn on the small window, and a bare lightbulb balances
the empty space between the window and the clock. These are all typical elements that Guston
uses to articulate interiors, and they resemble the sparse interior of Guston’s studio in
Woodstock, NY. Guston shades the subjects in red splotches, resembling blood. Between them is
a large bottle. Guston’s vices were smoking and drinking, two things that he did heavily through
his entire adult life. Mayer recounts in her memoir that the excessive drinking was something
that Guston struggled with and could make it stormy to live under the same roof as him. Noting
that the Klansmen holding the cat-o-nine-tails poses in a similar way as the man in Piero della
Francesca’s The Flagellation of Christ, Mayer believes that the painting illustrates inner turmoil
Guston feels about his drinking.90 Guston, represented by the Klansman on the right, flogs the
Klansman on the left, who also represents Guston. It is an allegory for the shame that Guston
feels about his excessive drinking and his inability to stop.
Although it has not been explored in the literature before, it is appropriate to analyze
Guston’s depictions of Nixon and his cronies as similar attempts by Guston to explore “what it
would be like to be evil.” Guston made works depicting Richard Nixon around the same time
that he made the Klansmen paintings, most famously in the Nixon drawings, which were
compiled in 1971 and published posthumously in 2001 in a collection titled Poor Richard, and in
his painting San Clemente, 1975, [Figure 16]. Even though Nixon was on the other side of
politics from Guston, he may have seen a bit of himself in Nixon. Both Nixon and Guston grew
up in the Los Angeles area, and both enjoyed going to the movies and the everyday objects and
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places of American life.91 Patrick Reed of the Brooklyn Rail observed that Guston draws Vice
President Spiro Agnew with a triangular head in the Poor Richard drawings [Figure 17]. This
bares more than a passing resemblance to the hoods of Guston’s Klansmen, visually connecting
the content of the two projects. The scenes in Poor Richard are like the Klansmen in the
sparseness of their compositions, which take place in a flat no man’s land. These similarities and
the fact that the Klansmen and the Poor Richard drawings were executed at the same time
indicate that the same examination of evil may be taking place.
In addition to describing the Klansmen as a personal reflection of the face of evil, Guston
also said that he used them to depict the artworld around him. In a talk in 1972 Guston gave the
following remarks on the Klansmen, calling them “A series where I had parodies of art. I mean, I
had them going to an opening. I had some looking at a Rothko. Just parodies about art. They
became artists. Having discussions, with a palette. Guys pointing to the window talking about
nature. Then, in between, the other guys pointing to a palette where all the colors are, just a full
spectrum of paint on a palette.”92 In a talk with Rosenberg a few years later, Guston shared the
same explanation, telling Rosenberg that the Klansmen are painters.93 Brach sees the connection
in his essay on Edge of Town, 1969 [Figure 18]. “They drive into our view in a clunky blimp of a
car, writes Brach, “carrying boards and nails for either crucifixion or the construction of a canvas
stretcher.”94 The Klansmen may represent a morally or creatively bankrupt art world. Guston
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was suspicious of some of the recent artistic movements that emerged from New York in the
1960s, believing Pop art to be symptomatic of the increasing commercialization of the art world.
For this very reason Guston and many of his fellow New York School colleagues left Sidney
Janis Gallery in 1962. This same year the Guggenheim Museum honored Guston with a midcareer retrospective. This exhibition unfortunately led to Guston becoming more introspective
and less confident in his abstract work.95 It seems to me that the Klansmen became a creative
way for him to illustrate his feelings about the changing artworld. Guston also felt a disconnect
between the art world and the world of politics, which frustrated him.96 By depicting artists as
Klansmen as these evil-doers, Guston articulates their political ineffectiveness.

“Dark slots of eyeholes and windows”: Mystery and Ambiguity in Guston’s Painting
The uproar over the Philip Guston Now exhibition would make one think that the central
context for understanding Guston’s late work would be an identarian lens. Much scholarship,
however, revels in the confluence of his formal mastery and his evocative, mysterious tableaux.
For example, the simple brushwork in Guston’s late paintings use the same visual language to
depicts objects who in different contexts represent different. Ross Feld used the term
“metonymy” to describe the way in which more than one object may be articulated by a set of
Guston’s brushstrokes. For example, a square containing a grid of vertical lines represents a
building in the painting, City Limits, 1969. This same square with a grid of vertical lines,
however, represents a book in Untitled, 1968, [Figure 19]. This ambiguity creates a web of
associations, frustrating a single fixed interpretation of what is even being seen on the picture
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plane. Guston himself seems to have been aware of the way symbols in his paintings collapse on
one another when he told Berkson, “You’re painting a shoe; you start painting the sole, and it
turns into the moon; you start painting the moon, and it turns into a piece of bread.”97 There is a
sense of openness in Guston’s visual language. Cooper contrasts it with cubism: “As Guston
says, ‘a book could become heavy, like a stone or building’—could become, not (as with
Picasso) is.”98 In cubism the painted elements are supposed to represent the object depicted in a
one-to-one relation. A shape in which one sees an s-foil is a violin. Guston’s visual language
resists this easy direct relation. The same brushstroke can represent very different things in
different contexts, creating a tight visual unity, but also connecting disparate elements of the
same work. In Chris Ofili’s meditation on the strange flatland depicted in City Limits, 1969, he
remarks “Somehow, the sun never sets in this painting, but also, no matter how long I stare at the
horizon, the sun never rises to shed light on the dark slots of eyeholes and windows.”99 Guston
uses a thick vertical brushstroke for the eyeholes of each Klansmen sitting in the car at the center
of the painting. Guston uses a similar brushstroke for the windows of the buildings behind them.
The windows, then become like multiple eyes, as dark and inscrutable as the ones inside the
hoods.
Guston’s late work, the world of the Klansmen, is ultimately about himself. The canvas is
a field in which he can take elements of his past—such as the detritus of his childhood comics
and memories—and form them in paint. If we remember his instructions to his audience at the
New York Studio School, he was not so concerned with the world outside his door, but rather
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with how to wrestle with his emotions, integrating them into a style that is simultaneously his
own and part of a long line of painters before him. This quote from David Lewis’s meditation on
The Studio captures the feeling: “By contrast, The Studio urgently reclaims the subject; This is
the painter in his studio, wrestling with his demons, surrounded by the emblems of his childhood,
his subjectivity (the light bulb, for example).” These personal pieces spark wonder and thoughtprovoking meditations throughout the years, signaling their broader emotional resonance. This is
the great contradiction in his work, that work that is so personal to the artist can also be so
personal for the viewer and in ways that the artist could not even imagine. Interpretations of
Guston’s work and his own perspective do not always align, but, when compared illustrate the
complexity of interpretation itself. Examining the historical record, however, still leaves how his
Klansmen should be interpreted today as an open question.
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CHAPTER THREE
What We Talk About When We Talk About Guston

Not only do both sides of the argument over the postponement of the Philip Guston Now
exhibition agree that the Klansmen works in Guston’s late career are important but also both
sides agree that these works should be perceived as a criticism of racism and white supremacy.
In the previous chapter I mentioned that this context is a new occurrence and breaks from
previous interpretations of his work, not to mention that it differs from the reasons that Guston
gives for the Klansmen. Is this new perspective on Guston’s work valid? To answer this
question, we need to clarify what claims we can make about his intentions. Although the
evidence supporting that Guston was an anti-racist in his late career is not strong, that does not
preclude us from justifying an anti-racist interpretation of his work. The controversy over Philip
Guston Now shows how important it is for art historians to clearly communicate the criteria and
the limits of the contextual frameworks that they use.

Philip Guston’s Politics in the 1930s versus those in his later life.
A strong case can be made to understand Philip Guston’s early works in an anti-racist
context. As a young man, Guston was a member of the John Reed Club and he participated in
strike actions. At that time in his life, the Klan was a real menace to him and his comrades, and
their presence in Drawing for Conspirators reflects Guston’s disdain for them. Guston makes his
political engagement clear in other ways. Let us not forget that Guston went to Mexico to train
under muralist David Alfaro Siqueiros, and works such as Bombardment, 1936, show how the
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social consciousness of the Mexican muralists made a strong impact on him [Figure 20]. This
arresting painting captures how Guston imagines Franco’s terror over the Spanish people in the
Spanish Civil War, which he read about in the newspaper. Guston focuses the center of this
tondo on an exploding shell, flinging the victims out in all directions toward the circular edge.
Guston enhances the intensity of the scene by placing the focal point of the painting in the center
of the canvas, so that like the explosion the perspective radiates out in all directions like a convex
lens. American Communism was committed to anti-racism, and it is clear that Guston connected
to this issue with the mural of the Scottsboro Boys that he painted for the John Reed Club of Los
Angeles, portraying the black men as victims of an unjust society. Many of Guston’s early
murals were commissioned by the Works Progress Administration (WPA), a federal program
that commissioned artists to paint civic-minded murals in public buildings. These commissions
and the milieu in which Guston operated reflected the pervasive progressive politics of the
1930s.
It does not follow, however, that Guston had the same political commitment in his later
life. If we were to assert that Guston continued to be an avowed anti-racist, it would not only run
counter to the statements he gave in his late career, but it would also run the risk of assessing
Guston anachronistically. The progressive idealism of the New Deal era did not last after World
War II, and, with the advent of the Cold War and McCarthyism, politics and culture took a
conservative turn in the United States. As if this was not enough to suppress support for
American Communism, the process of De-Stalinization in the Soviet Union revealed to the world
many of the atrocities perpetrated by Stalin during his regime, disillusioning many sympathizers
in the United States. With the decline in American Communism, their platform of anti-racism
disappeared from the public imagination. Looking at Guston’s oeuvre, it seems that his work lost
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its political commitment as he transitioned to abstraction in the New York School and then to his
late cartoonish style. As mentioned before, the Klansmen in these later paintings are ambiguous,
carrying about their normal lives between committing atrocities. Robert Slifkin argues that
Guston’s late work shows a turn inward, reflecting a deep skepticism in the ability of an artist to
make a political impact or statement with his work. The scenes in these late paintings support
this view.100 The paintings create legible tableaux of empty streets and claustrophobic interiors,
but their meaning remains ambiguous, much like the metaphysical paintings of Giorgio de
Chirico, whom Guston admired. These later paintings also contain a personal vocabulary,
populated by the objects of Guston’s studio and figures that stand in for Guston and his wife,
Musa. It would seem as if the world that Guston felt he could depict was smaller and more
personal than previously.
In this way, Guston was in step with other artists of the time who worked in very
different mediums such as Minimalism and Conceptual art. In response to prewar art, artists in
the sixties turned their attention to the conditions of the artwork, no longer tackling idealist
subject matters such as “the working class,” or even using figurative subjects at all. Slifkin says
that this difference, “hinged on the diminishing faith in art's ability to represent any reality
beyond self-reflexive process or, in the case of body art, the artist's self—a crisis that had large
implications for any artist interested in making a political, let alone socially significant,
statement in his or her work."101 In her essay, “The Aesthetics of Indifference,” Moira Roth
argues that the skepticism in art’s ability to be politically significant was also a matter of survival
in the postwar political climate. The “cool” aesthetic of Marcel Duchamp attracted neo-Dadaists,
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such as Robert Rauschenberg and Jasper Johns, because it provided strategies to depersonalize
their work and evade explicitly addressing politics. Roth argues that these artists, Jasper Johns in
particular, came of age alongside the Communist witch hunts of the 1950s. It was a savvy move
to repress political convictions toward a more dispassionate mode of expression. In turn, Roth
states, the movements that followed neo-Dada—Pop art and Minimalism—adopted this same
aesthetic of indifference in their work.102 Based upon the reviews of the Marlborough show in
1970, where the Klansmen were first exhibited, the previous chapter makes it clear that
reviewers at the time did not think that expressing political convictions was at the top of
Guston’s mind at that time. Even if a latent desire to make a political statement was in Guston’s
mind, his comments on these works do not give any inkling that he was committed to anti-racist
politics or dismantling white supremacy. He may have held and expressed these commitments in
his youth, but the art world—and perhaps the artist himself—had abandoned these commitments
in the postwar period. As Stanley Cavell notes, “the succession of art styles is irreversible… one
may even say that it can change what the past is, however against the grain that sounds.”103 Even
if Guston returns to the same imagery—the Klansmen—he is not the same man that he was then,
and the world that will see and perceive these works is not the same as it was in the 1930s.
Without acknowledging these historical differences between the 1930s, and the 1970s, we will
not have a true picture of the historical context for these works.
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G.E.M. Anscombe’s Intention and the Limits of Artistic Intent
Since the current social justice context for Guston relies on statements of Guston’s
artistic intent, we should establish a method by which we can evaluate claims of intention. In
G.E.M. Anscombe’s monograph Intention, she asks what separates an intention from other types
of speech and how we assess the truth of these statements. Unlike previous examinations on the
subject, which determine the nature of intention from a purely interior perspective, Anscombe
starts her investigation with actions, trying to determine which actions may be categorized as
intentional. An action is considered intentional when it fits an explanation by the agent—the
person carrying out the action—to the question “why?”
I will not try to summarize her full argument here, but rather draw connections that have
applications in aesthetics and art criticism. Firstly, Anscombe asserts that intentions frequently
take the form of descriptions.104 A simple example that Anscombe gives is a man travelling on a
train who explains, “I am going to London in order to make my uncle change his will.”105 The
example is more complex than at first blush. The man executes the action, “travelling on a train,”
with the intention of arriving in London in order to perform a second action, “making his uncle
change his will.” The man’s intention for riding the train is a description of a present action that
has a causal connection to another action that he intends to execute in the future. Secondly, a
single action may be described as many things at once, but not all of them would be considered
intentional. Anscombe uses the example of “sawing a plank.” This single action, can be
expressed other ways, such as “’sawing oak’, ‘sawing one of Smith’s planks’, ‘making a squeaky

104

G.E.M. Anscombe, Intention, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000, 87.

105

Ibid, 40.

55

noise with the saw’, ‘making a great deal of sawdust’ and so on.”106 In this example these may
all be perfectly valid descriptions of the action taken, but the agent doing the action may not
know that he is sawing oak wood as opposed to a different kind of wood. Or the agent may not
know that the plank he or she is sawing belongs to a person named Smith. Therefore, we cannot
say for certain that a description reflects an intention unless it is verified by the agent or it can be
verified through external circumstances.107 Thirdly, Anscombe provides a hypothetical situation
to demonstrate when an action can indicate an intention, even when that intention is not carried
out. She describes a man who goes to town with a shopping list, but the list does not completely
correspond to what the man bought. This demonstrates that he intended to buy certain items but
was unable to find them and therefore complete his intended action. Here the discrepancy can be
ascribed to a failure of performance—the inability to complete the action—rather than a lack of
intention.108
I think these three points are important for creating a model for understanding artistic
intention. Just as someone can ask the question “why?” to an agent in order to hear the intention
behind an executed action, we can do the same for an artwork: we can ask the agent, in this case
the artist, the question “why?”, or in other words, “Why did you paint this painting?” The
question “why?” can also be applied more granularly to aspects of a work, because they can be
described as actions. To give an example, you could ask, “Why did you choose to paint the
object in the foreground that color?” The question can also be asked about actions not taken,
such as “why did you decide to leave that patch of canvas in the top right corner unpainted?” The
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artist may respond to these questions by saying, “I painted the object that color so that X,” or “I
did not paint that corner so that Y.” Descriptions of the work that agree with the artist’s
explanations for their actions taken would fall into the category of the artist’s intentions. What
about descriptions of an artwork made by another person, such as a critic? This third person
could say to the artist who made the work, “I think you intended X by the way you made short,
intense brushstrokes in the center of the canvas.” This is a description of the artwork that the
artist could verify as his intention by saying “yes, you are right, I wanted the viewer to think that
I intended X.” The observer’s description of the action is not an artistic intention until it is
verified by the agent that committed the action.
In this schema we can take the statements that Guston makes about the Klansmen, which
I summarized in the previous chapter, and more clearly define his artistic intentions. Guston
gives two main explanations for the Klansmen. First, he says that he perceived himself under the
hood and imagines “What would it be like to be evil? To plan and plot.”109 Second, he says that
the Klansmen were a parody of the art world, and that the Klansmen are painters.110 In these
statements Guston does not talk about race or white supremacy. Under the definition of artistic
intention outlined from Anscombe, we cannot claim that it is Guston’s artistic intention to
criticize white supremacy. The collected writings, talks and interviews of Guston do not contain
any instances of him describing his work in such a way, and there are no instances where he
confirms someone else’s description of his work as having this intention. This means, therefore,
that there is no evidence to support the claim of Guston’s anti-racist intention. This is not to say
that if someone had asked Guston whether the works were critical of racism or white supremacy
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that he would deny it. Let us bear in mind that this opportunity may not have presented itself at
the time, because, as we have seen, issues of white supremacy were not at the forefront in the
artworld. It is entirely possible that, had someone asked, he would have affirmed this description
of the work as his intention. The evidence to elevate Guston’s anti-racist intention from
speculation to fact unfortunately does not exist.

Stanley Cavell and the Responsibilities of the Artist
Hewing to artistic intent so closely occludes the other ways that artworks have meaning
for viewers. We do not value artworks just for the aspects that the artist intended to evoke.
Viewers frequently find value in an artwork that is beside what the artist intended. Since claims
about Guston’s anti-racist beliefs and the premise that the Klansmen are a criticism of white
supremacy fall outside of the definition of artistic intent that I outlined, the question becomes
how do we assess interpretations when they go beyond what can be ascribed as artistic intent?
Cavell offers another way to think about intention that acknowledges the potential validity of
interpretations that do not coincide with artistic intent.
In his essays “Music Discomposed” and “A Matter of Meaning It” Cavell discusses how
the category of sincerity is vital to both the artistic process and to art criticism. He starts his
discussion by examining notions of artistic intent and points out that questions of artistic intent
are frequently misdirected. To take an example from “Music Discomposed,” the question “Why
does Shakespeare follow the murder of Duncan with a scene which begins with the sound of
knocking?” is directed to Shakespeare. This question should be directed to the work itself.111
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“For the fact is that the correct sense of ‘Why?’ directs you further into the work.”112 A
successful aesthetic experience is one not only where the specific intentions of the artist are well
conveyed, but also where the choices made in the work are themselves intentional and therefore
have meaning. “I am far less sure,” says Cavell, “that any such philosophical theory is correct
than I am that when I experience a work of art I feel that I am meant to notice one thing and not
another, that the placement of a note or rhyme or line has a purpose and that certain works are
perfectly realized, or contrived, or meretricious…”113 When someone listens to a piece of music
or looks at a painting, they are having an aesthetic experience, which Cavell argues is evaluating
the truth or sincerity of the work of art’s creation.114 The viewer, then, determines whether the
elements of the work of art are sincere rather than imitation. This is different than “an imitation.
The emphasis is not on copying a particular object, as in forgery and counterfeit, but on
producing the effect of the genuine, or having some of its properties.”115 The failure of a work of
art to produce an aesthetic experience that feels completely intentional for the viewer will fall
apart and lack coherence.
From Cavell’s perspective, then, there are elements that the audience interprets as
intentional, which the artist may not have meant at all. Cavell provides an example from La
Strada, a film by director Frederico Fellini—rather appropriate considering that he was one of
Guston’s favorite directors. Cavell believes that the film is a retelling of the mythical story of
Philomel. Should Cavell have had the chance to pose this observation to the director, the director
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may have responded in four ways: by affirming that he intended the connection, that he did not
intend the connection but he sees its validity, that he had tried previously to achieve this feeling
or connection in his work but thought that he had failed, or that he did not intend this connection
and disavows it. If Fellini’s response is anything except the last response—that he neither
acknowledges nor intends such a connection—then there is a possibility that it could be intended
and had been unknown even to the artist himself until someone else described his work of art in
such a way. Cavell doesn’t believe that the unrealized intention lies in the unconscious mind.
Rather, a description of a work of art becomes an accepted explanation for the artist’s motivation
and therefore becomes an intention after the fact.116 To turn back to Cavell’s example of La
Strada, “Fellini didn’t intend the reference, but being an artist he did something even better, he
re-discovered, or discovered for himself, in himself, the intention of that myth itself, the feelings
and wants which originally produced it.”117 Through the act of creation, the artist assumes the
responsibility of intentions that he may not realize until after the work is received by its
audience.
Cavell argues that this special case—where artists are responsible for artistic intentions
they may not have consciously held prior to the act of creation—stems from the uniqueness of a
work of art. Unlike a regular object, Cavell argues that a work of art has special meaning for
humanity, and our relation to an artwork is like that of a person. Cavell elaborates:
We approach such objects not merely because they are interesting in themselves, but
because they are felt as made by someone—and so we use such categories as intention,
personal style, feeling, dishonesty, authority, inventiveness, profundity, meretriciousness,
etc., in speaking of them. The category of intention is as inescapable (or escapable with
the same consequences) in speaking of objects of art as in speaking of what human
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beings say and do: without it, we would not understand what they are. They are, in a
word, not works of nature, but of art (i.e., of act, talent, skill).118
This connects back to the example above where a question about Shakespeare’s reason for a
specific artistic choice is actually about the work of art rather than the artist. In these instances,
the viewer relates to the work of art as they would to a person, asking what the work’s
motivation for different aspects of itself as if the artwork made itself. This Pygmalion quality of
our response to art—as if the work of art has a life of its own—is supported by other theorists
such as Isabelle Graw. In her essay the “Knowledge of Painting,” she argues that painting’s
endurance as an artistic medium in Western culture is due to its longevity as a conveyance for
artistic presence through the artist’s hand. Even in modern forms of painting in which the artist’s
presence is more depersonalized, the conventions of artistic language can still lead the viewer to
read an artistic presence into the work.119
Taking Cavell’s expanded field of intention, we can say that whether or not Guston
originally intended the Klansmen to be perceived as a statement against white supremacy, he
nevertheless bears some responsibility for these contemporary interpretations. Unlike the real
world, where the members of the Klan take off their hoods after committing their heinous acts
and join the rest of society, the Klansmen in Guston’s paintings keep their hoods on and go about
their day. Guston’s paintings make plain what is obscured in real life, which is that even in our
day-to-day lives individual prejudices and systemic inequalities pervade our society. They are
not always as obvious as a man walking around in a white robe and hood. Cavell ends his essay
“Music Discomposed” by writing, “The task of the modern artist, as of the modern man, is to
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find something he can be sincere and serious in; something he can mean. And he may not at
all.”120 Here I think he concludes by saying that something can be an intention attributed to the
work of art itself even if it is not an intention of the artist. The association between anti-racism
and Guston’s late paintings could have been a latent intention that he did not realize and
articulate in his lifetime. Even if this is not an intention that Guston held for these works, he still
holds some artistic responsibility for them, because he created a work of art that viewers perceive
contains this sincere intention. In a way, Guston’s Klansmen may unlock a more universal truth,
the same way that Cavell believes La Dolce Vita connects to the myth of Philomel. Guston
charged his audience to “paint what you hate”121 at a talk he gave in 1969. Here, we can
speculate that Guston intends to paint what he hates: the prejudice that terrorizes the other and
sows division, even if our understanding of what that means has changed from the time in which
he originally made these works.

Intention and the Responsibilities of the Art Historian
Through the works of Anscombe and Cavell, I provide a definition of artistic intent and
argue for the existence of different shades of intent in an artwork. It is imperative for art
historians to be clear about accurately contextualizing an artist’s work in the time it was made.
Although Benjamin H. D. Buchloh’s essay “Figures of Authority, Ciphers of Regression: Notes
on the Return of Representation in European Painting” is not directly concerned with questions
of intention, Buchloh illustrates the dangers when interpretations fail to use an accurate historical
lens. In his essay from 1981, Buchloh evaluates the merits of new representational painting, and
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what implications for broader culture it may have. He argues that neo-expressionists, such as
Julian Schnabel and Francesco Clemente, portend a larger conservative cultural and political
turn. These artists borrow freely from previous styles of painting without considerations of
context. “Quite unlike the modernist collage,” writes Buchloh, “in which various fragments and
materials of experience are laid bare, revealed as fissures, voids, unresolvable contradictions,
irreconcilable particularizations, pure heterogeneity, the historicist image pursues the opposite
aim: that of synthesis, of the illusory creation of a unity and totality which conceals its historical
determination and conditioned particularity.”122 According to Buchloh, the neo-expressionists
attempt to connect their artwork to an early modernist tradition of painting, which has been
disrupted by avant-garde experimentation which has tested the limits of the work of art. By
nostalgically hearkening back to a previous era of artistic production these artists obfuscate not
only their current context but also the history on which they claim their derivation. I think that it
is safe to say that regardless of the validity of Buchloh’s argument, he convincingly shows the
danger of improperly contextualizing a work of art and its history.
When it comes to contextualizing Guston, scholars should be careful to distinguish
between the artist’s intention and what elements they believe are—as Cavell argues—the
intention of the work of art rather than the artist. Take Red Cloth, 1976, for example. As
discussed in the previous chapter, the wall text for this work in the Brooklyn Museum interprets
the work to be Guston’s reckoning with the horror of the Holocaust. You would be forgiven for
thinking, as I did, that this interpretation was informed by statements that the artist gave about
the Holocaust. Anecdotal evidence from other writers show that Guston was aware of and
concerned about his Jewish identity and about the Holocaust, which supports the interpretation
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that the wall text provides. This interpretation misses a key fact that informs the work: Guston
did not speak openly or frequently about the Holocaust. The connection between the piles of
shoes from Auschwitz and the piles of legs and boots in Guston’s painting has a deeper
resonance if the viewer is informed that Guston is making the connection on canvas where he
seems unable to speak about it in real life. If the wall text better clarified how it came to make
this association—by looking at the comments of Guston’s friends and family and the inability for
Guston to speak about it himself—then we would better appreciate how Guston takes what he
cannot express in the outside world and translates it into introspective and deeply personal work.

Guston Past, Present, and Future
I have spent a great deal of time analyzing what has been said about Guston regarding the
Philip Guston Now exhibition, noting that both sides of the argument defend the character of
Guston, and argue that his late Klansmen paintings show a concern for social justice. As I have
shown above, the ambiguity of these paintings’ subject matter and the lack of evidence for
Guston’s late-career anti-racist convictions mean that this characterization is a little too
simplistic. Although it may sound like quibbling, it would be more accurate to say that Guston’s
Klansmen are the artist’s meditation on the evil in all of us, and through a contemporary lens one
way this evil can be understood is as the systemic injustice of white supremacy.
Other than for pure polemics, I think there is another reason that both sides of this
argument elide the social justice context they see in Guston’s work into the personal character of
the artist. The controversy around Philip Guston Now reveals anxieties about changing cultural
values. As mentioned in the first chapter, cultural institutions are facing internal and external
pressure to be more inclusive and egalitarian spaces. Museums are repositories of the past, and
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frequently their collections reflect the taste and worldview of their historically white and elite
patronage. In his reflection on the controversy, Peter Schjeldahl recognizes a gap between the
liberal white consensus of the mid-twentieth century and today:
I’m ambushed by imagining the intractable opposition of people who neither find humor
nor seek subtlety in racist symbology. Guston’s subject matter is moral anguish, which, I
suspect, increasingly amounts to a thorny luxury for old-fashioned atomized liberals like
me. Am I underrating the comprehension of viewers new to Guston? Do I condescend? I
can’t rule it out. But what worries me is the assumption by art-world peers of mine that
artistic license is an unexceptionable principle, rather than a persuasion of fortunefavored, cultivated liberal sentiment and taste.123
On one side of the argument, defenders of Guston underestimate how the cultural climate has
changed. For them, Guston’s intention in using Klan imagery is unimpeachable: a white man of
such high standing could not possibly have ill intent in his work. The organizers of Philip Guston
Now, however, seem to have overestimated the rapidity of cultural change, suspecting their
audience of only finding the imagery in Guston’s work offensive and violent. Their choice to
postpone the show came from a belief that they needed to shield Guston from the perception that
he intended to harm and offend by using this imagery. As part of this defense of Guston’s
character, his political perspective has been exaggerated to defend him from character
assassination. Although it hasn’t been the case for the vast majority of those who have seen these
artworks, I think it is understandable that some in the future may find the Klan imagery offensive
whether or not it is properly contextualized.
Slifkin seems to agree with Schjeldahl’s observation about changing times for the
artworld. In his essay, “Ugly Feelings” Slifkin writes, “Yes, as modernism’s inner-directed and
oftentimes universalizing narratives lose their coherence, the statement also suggests that the
aesthetic decontextualization of the white cube of the art gallery might be best understood in

“Philip Guston and the Boundaries of Art Culture,” New Yorker, October 12, 2020.
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terms of its own ethnic affiliation—which is to say, as a formation of whiteness.”124 The
Klansmen works are a product of the 1970s and as such, will be defined by that time as well. The
artworld was mostly white, and that dominant perspective shaped the way that art was
understood and theorized. As the artworld becomes more diverse, the universalizing tendency of
modernism may lose its appeal and fall out of favor—and those who practiced it as well. Slifkin
continues, saying that the Klansmen imagery was permissible at the time that Guston made the
works, because there was no diversity of perspectives to object to his use of it. “In this regard, it
seems important to examine the ways in which these works represent the evil of white
supremacy not only in its most overt and hateful manifestations, such as the Klan, but also in its
more covert and sanctioned ones, behind the veil of white privilege.”125 The Klansmen paintings
then take a somewhat ironic position. They are critiques of white supremacy, but at the same
time they are also are implicated in the very object of their criticism.
Contextualizing the Klansmen paintings in this complex way is certainly a more difficult
stance than the position that both sides of the argument ended up taking. And in the current
political climate, such subtlety may not be tolerable. There are many reasons for this, but one
main reason is for the increasing proliferation of social media, which thrives, and makes money,
from controversy and inflamed rhetoric. In her book, How to do Nothing: Resisting the Attention
Economy, Jenny Odell argues that this ecosystem drives out anything whose meaning cannot be
instantly consumed, ultimately to our detriment. “Given how poorly art survives in a system that
only values the bottom line,” writes Odell,” the stakes are cultural as well. What the tastes of
neoliberal techno manifest-destiny and the culture of Trump have in common is impatience with
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anything nuanced, poetic, or less-than-obvious. Such ‘nothings’ cannot be tolerated because they
cannot be used or appropriated, and provide no deliverables.”126 When people’s attention is
pulled in so many directions at once, the chances plumet that an audience will give time and
credence to a perspective that cannot simply be ascertained. People will choose their side and
generalize the facts of the case in order for it to better confirm to their stance.
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CONCLUSION

My position falls against the National Gallery of Art and their decision to postpone the
exhibition. The museum was in the wrong, because they doubted the ability of their audience to
judge the problematic imagery contained in the show for themselves. The postponement, which
should be considered an act of self-censorship, exacerbated tensions about hierarchy and race in
the cultural sector and detracted from the efforts to include diverse voices in the exhibition.
Moreover, the efforts that the museum made to address the issue, such as adding a person of
color to the curatorial team, will likely be ineffective at radically changing the exhibition for the
better.
Voices on the other side of the argument, however, do not seem to be ready to reckon
with the uncomfortable truth that Peter Schjeldahl and Robert Slifkin recognize in the NGA’s
decision. Even if there is no outcry about Philip Guston’s use of Klan imagery in this exhibition,
Guston’s use of the Klansmen can be seen as an example of white privilege, using imagery that
may be interpreted as violent or offensive by people of color without considering the
implications. There is a valid argument that can be made for the Klansmen as a critique of the
everyday evils of white supremacy, but collapsing this contemporary interpretation into Guston’s
character and artistic intention should give us pause. Without being honest with what can be
accurately said about Guston’s intentions prevents us from grappling with issues of
representation and power in the cultural sphere.
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It is entirely possible that had the exhibition not been postponed, it would have been
received favorably by critics and the public alike. What we can appreciate from this brouhaha is
that it gives us a chance to realize that we should be thinking not about how to “fix” exhibitions
now, but what can be done systemically to improve exhibitions going forward. First and
foremost, we need to be honest about the ways in which previous interpretations of an artist may
fall short of our current values, and acknowledge that the artists we exhibit are imperfect and
subject to the proclivities of their time. By misconstruing them to be more virtuous than they are,
we do them a disservice by being untruthful about who they were when they were alive.
Defending Guston’s choice of using Klansmen by claiming he was an anti-racist sets a difficult
precedent. It implies that a historical figure must conform to our contemporary morals to justify
his continued inclusion in the artistic canon. This is an incredibly high bar to set, especially if it
is one that Guston may not be able to clear. This “solution”—to overstate the moral virtues of a
historical artist—is a symptom of cultural institutions that feel pressure to become more
inclusive and diverse places and that are unwilling to discard artists in whose work they still find
value. I think this comes from an anxiety that future generations may abandon the canon that we
cherish. We are currently in a transition phase, where the newer cultural values of the public are
confronting the older values enshrined in institutions. People will need to decide on a personal
level what they value and what, as cultural mores change, should be discarded. This process will
take time, and it should be expected that there will be occasional institutional missteps. The
National Gallery of Art’s mistake was to try and shortcut this process by making the decision for
its audience.
We best serve the art and artists that we value by evaluating them and defending them
truthfully. In the future, scholars may find that Guston has gone beyond the pale in his use of the
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Klansmen, but we defend Guston and his work best by being honest today about who he was and
what his work means to us. This is of the utmost importance, because these paintings are not
about the world at large as much as they are about Guston’s inner life and his work. He always
sought to paint true to himself and these works are no exception. David Lewis reminds us that in
these works Guston, “urgently reclaims the subject; This is the painter in his studio, wrestling
with his demons, surrounded by the emblems of his childhood, his subjectivity.”127 The
imperfection of the Klansmen imagery reflects the imperfect humanity of the artist, which is
what Guston struggled so hard to convey throughout his career. The Klansmen are important to
discuss because of the problems they present to us today, not despite them.

David Lewis, “Guston and Feldman, or Breakfast at Tiffany’s,” in Go Figure!: New Perspectives on Philip
Guston, ed. Peter B. Miller, New York: The New York Review of Books and the American Academy in Rome,
2014, 100.
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